
... ..- ..:... 

. 

. 
.Ë • 

. . . 

.: 

¡AY i 19S 
%a3 

HW1.1 .,. .. . 

! S f 

 

John Llttler, anager 
azaruoj 
Washln9ton 0epartment of Ecology 
!ail Stop PV-11 
0lympia, Washington 9504 

Re: Yakírìa Arícu1tura1 Rescarch Laboratory Closure Plan 

Dear ir. Littler: 

This letter is in response to the January 12, 197, Plan Aiìendent and 
Revision of the Closure plan for te..P.esttc.ideDIsposa1 ra1nfie1d at tre 

U.S. flepartment of Agricultures kirna Agricu1 šearchLaborato. As 
you know, thls site is bein 
Recovery Act (PCRA) closure prograì and ís1isted as a Fationa1 Priority 
List (PL) site under the Superfund proyrari. The purpose of this letter is 
to :rovie tnvironrenta1 Protection ..oency (P;) corirnerits on the closure 
pin an to dcscribe how RCA and Superfiind prorari  auttiorities w11l 5e 

1id to .1h1s site. • 
. . -. . . - 

T;c S,erfund prorars have hnth rcvie-~ed the closure 1an. 
To COij ith the iCRi reuirerìents of a closuro plan, the existirij p1an 
:ust he ::1QtjfjCd tr, incíude the additioria1 requirerients as outlinc irì 
Enclosure A. The existing closure plan is rtore of a RCPSA Facility 
Rssessrient (PFA) thari a closurc plan. The closure plan riust be in 
cocipliance with the requirernents of 40 CFR Part 265 Subpart G prior to 
issuance of a public notice. 

There are three possible options the facïlity riay pursue t this 
point. First, the exstinJ closure plan could be called an ÎFA or 
Prìiirìa.ry Asessient/Site inspection (A/S) and he coripleted prior to 
develcpment of an actual closure plan. The second option would hc to oriend 
the cxlstiny plan to rneet all tbe CF Part 2S Subpart ( requireents 
before the public notice is issued. A third option would be to call tìe 
existing closure plan Phase I. The Phase I closure plan would develop the 
data to be used in irnplernentation of Phase 11 or actual c1osure of the 
unit. The Phase I plan riust address the 4 CF Part 265 Subpart 
requlrements ut in less detail than that provided ln Phase 11. Phase I 
iust also discuss the options to ie consi(.ierCd in Phase 11 epending on the 
extent of contanìination discovered during Phase I. 

In any case, the tashington Departnent of Ecology (Ecology) shQuld 
consider the RCRA and Superfund prograns technical comentsof the existing 
c1osuro plan. These are listed in Enclosure . 
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Klrnberly Anderson of Ecology addressed ln her 3anuary 7, 1987, letter 
to Robert Dolphln, Director of Yakima Agricultural Research Laboratory, the 
delistlng of the slte from the NPL. It ls too soon for the Superfund 
prorain to ,iiae a deteriiiinat10 whether other .actlons 

indicate that additional sampling or monitoring be required. The closure 
plan acknowledges on pages 10 and 14 that additional sarnpling niay be 
n ( i r v - 

For your information, below is a brlef description of the delistlng 
process. Enclosed please flnd the exhibit of conipletion and Deletlon 
Process of sites from the NPL. !fore information can be obtained in the EPA 
draft guldance ori Deletion of Sites frorn the NPL, dated Septernber 16, 1936. 

For a site to be delisted from the NPL, EPA must determine that the 
remedy at a site, or the decision that no further response action is 
appropriate, is protective of hurnan health and the environrnent. 
Specifically, the technlcal docunientatlon (the Remedlal 
Investigation/Feasibility Study, or its equivalent) for the site riust 
derionstrate that: 

Ground iater has met appllcable or relevant arid appropriate 
requirenìents and does not pose a threat to hurian and environriental 
receptors or that controls/treatriert achieve te derree of  cleanup 
or protection specified in the Record of [ecision/Enforcernent 
ec1sion 
stratey for the classification of affected round ater. 

2. soils/waste do not affect the achieverient of cleanup ohjectives 
specified for other envlronrienta1 riedia (e.y., ground water, 
surface water, alr) and that the direct contact threat is at an 
acceptable risk. 

3. A1r ernissions are protective of public health and the environrnent 
as deflned in Sectíon 112 and the 1977 Clean Air Act arnendinents 
for prirnary arid secondary riajor criteria pollutants. 

4. Operation and ia1nteriance specified for the site is guaranteed by 
the state or potentially responsible party and is sufficient to 
inaintain the effectiveness of the source control rernedy and 
perforrnance objective. 

5. Inst1tutíona1 controls necessary for the effective perfortnance of 

the remedy are ín place. 

b. Other enforceable measures necessary to protect pub1íc health and 
the envirorinient are ln place. 

It ls possfble that the RCRA documentation will be adequate to évaluate 
the above crlteria, particularly If a coniplete RCA closure plan is 
inìplemented. If not, additlonal sarnpling and monitoring nìay be required (as 
nientioned above) through the Superfund remedial prograrn. 
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Thank you for givfng EPA an opportunity to coniment on the Yakitiia .. 

Agrlcultural Research t.aboratory Pestfclde ßlsposal Drainfield Closure 
Plan. Please forward copies of the data resultfng frorn the sarnpling 
requlred by the closure plan to Lori Cohen, EPA Superfund Branch, and Bill 
Adarns, EPA RCRA prograrn. At that tirne, EPA wllì continue to work with 

-- ..,, -- ; , I i- .2.._ C - 4-• tii*,ty t.,i va ivaU U GiU tlt:, : • ............ 
iìi be required by EPA at the site. 

Thank you. 

sincerely, 

Charles E. Findley, irector 
Hazardous aste Division 

Enclosures 

cc: I1arsha Beery, Ecology (1ympia) 
Kimberly Anderson, Ecology (Yaklrna) 

bcc: Jim Pankanin (EPA) 
Bi11 Adams (EPA) 

L.Reynolds CJG 2/5/87 8505P 

CONCURRENCES 

SYMBOL 

SURNAME COHEÌ4,1/ VERTS JRICE ¡(LLfv . 
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EtiCLOSURE A  

General Closure Requirements 

1. For .partial or final closure the plan rnust ldentify the steps 
.. - ec4ssary to close the unit. The st.ps requlred to close must be 

hro Irndown  1n šu ffl : ; 

a) the closure process is understàndable; 
b) a closure schedule can be developed; and 
cl	 iìiiantities arid unit prlces can be developed for closure 

cost estimation. 

2. The closure plan should provide an estlrnate of the rnaxirnum 
inventory of hazardous wastes on-site or dlsposed of in the unit 
and a detailed description of the methods to be used for rernovinq, 
decontaininating equipment and system cornponents, transporting, 
treatlng, storing, or disposlng of all hazardous wastes. - 

3. The closure plan must irc1ude an estímate of the expected year of 
final closure. 

4. Unless an exemption ís jranted, the waste must be treated, renioved 
from the site or removed within 90 days after recelving approval 
of the closure plan. Closure must he completed ithin 1°0 days 
after approval of the closure plan. 

5. Te pin iust specify that withii ) days of  corpetiou of c1sure 
theownér?operatorw111subm1tcert1ficat$on.that the unit has 
been closeçj jn accordanc ith the aproved closure lau. 

5. The closure plan must indicate the 1cation and dimensions of any 
waste disposal units ith respect to perranent1y surveyed 
benchrnarks. 

7. The closure plan rnust contain a detailed estimate, in current 
dollars, of the cost of closing the facility in accordance with 
the requirenents of O CFR Part 265. 

3. The closure 1an must outline the criterla an methods to be used 
to jude the success of the decoota:iination and removal efforts. 

9. Groundwater rnonitoring per 40 CFR Part 265 Subpart F must be 
included. Techrilcal cornrnents are qlven in Enclosure B. rn any 
event, the standards of Part 265 rnust be met, including provisions 
for assessuient rionitorinq should contarnlnation be discovered. 
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ENCLOSURE P1 

Technical Cornments on Yakima Agricultural Research Laboratory Closure Plan 

• :. Page.3--Faclflt,y Hlstorv. When washe prevlous. septic .tank..an4. •. 

disposal systetn was a nodificat{n to an 1xist1n 
drainfield system. Yakima Agricultural Research Laboratory (YARL) tnust 
provide lnforrnation regarding the disposal and spills of hazardous 
wastt fron late 1920 to 1961, before FPs flnal assessment of the site. 

2a. Page 5--t1onitorin de11 Insta1ìation, The compressor alr for the air 
rotary drilllng rig should be flltered to prevent lntroducing oil into 
the wells. 

2b. The rationale for the rnultiple (nested) piezorneters is confusing, it is 
not clear lf YARL is discussing two different water bearing zones, (1) 
10 feet or less and (2) 50 feet. A qualiffed geologist, not thè well 
driller, shou1d rìake the necessary fic1d judgment on the zones which 
wjll he rnonitored. If rìultiple piezorìeters are installed, then all the 
u1tipìe piezonieters shou1d be corìpleted in the sarìe aquifer. If it is 

necessary to rnonitor the lower aquifer, this monitoring point should be 
coinplete ir. a separate borehole. 

c. n surveyin for nth hcrizonta1 arid vertical control for the 
iezoìetcrs, it should be surveyed to a knowrì ìenchriark ar rcfererice 

;ciiflt , ;s., count, city, state. ... 
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2d. ennis EricKson of EcÕioy has recorirnended ttìat te uprradient well be 
1ocat it.in 5 fet af thè drainfieìd in orer to hetter 
cìaracterize t!îe grounwater flow directiori. YAL would likely prefer 
to iOCatC the urjradieìt weìl f.irther a.ay in thr northwest cornor of 
the site to ensure a clean backqround sarnple. Å single upgradlent well 
dos not account far satia1 variability of jroiriduater quality and 
increases the risk of incorrect indícation of contarniriation. YARL may 
want to consider installíng two upgradient welìs, one within 50 feet 
and one further away, in order to satlsfy all these needs. 

3. Pae --onitorin; and Sarì in. YAL shoi Tl c1 earì; state tt ìi 1 
saripliny aril ar.alyticaì proc€dures will coîp1y ith the appropriate 
rìethòs lescribed in the nnua1 5.-?, Test ethos for Eva1r.atinr 
Solia aste. 

a. Page 14--Soil Core Sarnplino. Per 40 CF 25.1ì2(c), YL should state 
that any subseuent arnendnients to the closure plari shall he subrtitted 
in !riting to Eco10 wlthin fidays after an uriexpecto. event has 
occurred which has affected the closure plan. 

4b. ore detall needs to be provided ín the scil sarr1p1in section cf the 
closure plan. YARL should explain how the location of the drain tíle 
wlll be deterrnlnecl prior to the soil sampllng. It is stated on.page 14 
that the soiì sarnpllng rnethodology will be sirnilar to the handling of 
the water sarìpìes. YAL needs to provide specific infor:ation 
regarding the sarip1irìg proccdures, riethods used to preverit 
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cross-contaíiination between samples, and decontamination of sampìing 
equipment. YARL should again consult with the St-846 manual for 
acceptable procedures. 

4c. Slnce certaln volatile solvents are heing analyzed in the soil samples, 
pìastic bags are unacceptable soil contairiers. Clean, airtight glass 
cfntajn should be uti 7°d 

4d. The reference on paçje 15 to the rat1onaì an ::azarous Substanco 
Contingency Plan (CP) ls incorrect. It should be the National 
Prlority List (PL). YARL should also state that final c1osure will be 
in coip1iance with the RCRA requireients of 40 CFR 265 Suhpart G. 

5. Page 16--Post Closure. Regarding the contlngent post closure plans, 
YARL should clearly state that lt wiìl comply with alì applicab-le state 
and federal hazardous waste regulations with respect to waste hand1in, 
treatrient and/or disposal. 

C. Figure 3. The nonitorin e1ì design diaqram lacks the fo11otin 
information: 

o mention of a hottori cðp; suip/seiiment trap 
• Filter pack--2 feet or less above screen 
° 

at lies aiove the riround--bentorìite sea1 (rnuiar seal )? 

- 
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